REMARKS 

In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration of the 
rejections contained in the Office Action of March 5, 2004 is respectfully requested. 

The specification has been amended as indicated above in order to make a minor editorial 
change. In particular, the specification has been amended to incorporate a new term used in the 
claims so that the specification provides a proper antecedent basis for all of the claim language. 
However, no new matter has been added by this change. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-7 under 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. In particular, the Examiner asserts that claim 1 does not include any structure to provide 
the rotating movement of the back portion relative to the seat portion, and claim 2 does not clearly 
set forth the arrangement of the wedge and how the sliding of the wedge affects tilting of the back 
portion. In view of these formal rejections, the original claims have been amended as indicated 
above. 

Specifically, independent claim 1 has been amended to recite that the child car seat comprises 
a moving mechanism operable to rotate the back portion between a normal position and an impact 
position. Thus, claim 1 now recites a structure for providing the rotating movement, so as to address 
the Examiner's formal rejection. Furthermore, claim 2 now recites that the moving mechanism 
includes a wedge, and describes the arrangement of the wedge with respect to the back portion and 
the car seat body so as to provide the rotation of the back portion. Thus, claim 2 now recites 
sufficient structure to describe how the wedge affects the rotation of the back portion. The Examiner 
is also requested to note that claim 3 has been amended in view of the amendments to claim 2.As 
a result, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's formal rejections of claims 1-7 have been 
overcome. 

On pages 2 and 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claim 1 as being anticipated 
by the either the Weber reference (USP 5,468,045) or the Vits reference (USP 6, 1 23,388). However, 
the Examiner has also indicated that claims 2-7 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
formal rejections and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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In view of the above, original dependent claim 7 has now been amended to incorporate the 
subject matter of original base independent claim 1, although the language of original base 
independent claim 1 has been slightly modified in order to address the Examiner's formal rejection 
of claim 1. Furthermore, new dependent claims 8-10, which depend from newly amended 
independent claim 7, have also been added. In view of the Examiner's indication of allowable 
subject matter, it is respectfully submitted that amended independent claim 7 and the claims that 
depend therefrom are now in condition for allowance. 

As indicated above, independent claim 1 has now been amended to recite that the child car 
seat comprises a moving mechanism operable to rotate said back portion between a normal position 
and an impact position. This arrangement is important to prevent a concentrated load on the 
shoulders of a newborn positioned in a child car seat facing backwards after impact, as explained in 
paragraphs [0008] and [0009] of the specification. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner asserted that both the Weber reference and the Vits 
reference show a structure including a car seat having a back rest that pivots to a more vertical 
position after impact. However, for the reasons discussed below, it is respectfully submitted that the 
prior art does not disclose or suggest a child car seat as recited in amended independent claim 1. 

The Weber reference is directed to an energy absorbing child seat, including a back panel 46 
attached to a frame 50. After a vehicle collision, the back panel 46 is thrust forward due to the force 
of impact (i.e., due to forward momentum), and an energy-absorbing diaphragm 72 which is 
connected between the back panel 46 and the frame 50 decreases the forward speed of the back panel 
46 after the collision (see column 3, lines 46-55). The diaphragm 72 is not, however, operable to 
rotate the back portion between a normal position and an impact position, but rather to slow and 
eventually stop the forward rotational speed of the back panel 46. In fact, the Weber reference does 
not disclose or even suggest a moving mechanism operable to rotate a back portion between a normal 
position and an impact position, as recited in amended independent claim 1 . 

The Vits reference is directed to a restraint system for a school bus seat, including a tower 
member 121 that can pivot forward relative to a connecting member 122 as illustrated in Figure 3c. 
In particular, the tower member 1 2 1 pivots forward with the seat back 1 25 due to the force of impact 
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(i.e., due to forward momentum) after a collision (see column 5, lines 3-12). However the Vits 
reference does not disclose or even suggest a moving mechanism operable to rotate a back portion 
between a normal position and an impact position, as recited in amended independent claim 1 . 

As explained above, the Weber reference and the Vits reference both disclose back portions 
that are thrust forward due to forward momentum after a collision. However, these references do 
not , either alone or in combination, disclose or suggest a child car seat that comprises a moving 
mechanism operable to rotate a back portion between a normal position and an impact position, as 
recited in amended independent claim 1. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
motivated to modify or combine these references so as to obtain the invention recited in amended 
independent claim 1 . Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that amended independent claim 1 
is clearly patentable over the prior art or record. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is submitted that the present application 
is now in condition for allowance. However, if the Examiner should have any comments or 
suggestions to help speed the prosecution of this application, the Examiner is requested to contact 
the Applicant's undersigned representative. 



WDH/gtg 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1021 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
June 7, 2004 




Respectfully submitted, 



W. Douglas Hahm 
Registration No. 44,142 
Attorney for Applicant 
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